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Abstract:  Under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the DOE is responsible for
ensuring the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial and research applications, meeting the nuclear
material needs of other Federal agencies, and undertaking research and development activities related to
development of nuclear power for civilian use.  To meet these responsibilities, DOE maintains nuclear
infrastructure capabilities that support various missions.  Current estimates for the future needs of medical and
industrial isotopes, plutonium-238, and research requirements indicate that the current infrastructure may soon |
be insufficient to meet the projected demands.  DOE proposes to enhance these capabilities to provide for: |
(1) production of isotopes for medical and industrial uses, (2) production of plutonium-238 for use in advanced
radioisotope power systems for future National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) space
exploration missions, and (3) the Nation’s nuclear research and development needs for civilian application.

This NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a No Action Alternative (maintaining status quo), four
alternative strategies to accomplish this mission, and an alternative to permanently deactivate the Fast Flux
Test Facility (FFTF), with no new missions.  Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 also include permanent deactivation of |
FFTF.  The alternatives are: |

No Action
1. Restart FFTF at Hanford, Washington
2. Use only existing operational facilities
3. Construct one or two new accelerators
4. Construct a new research reactor
5. Permanently deactivate FFTF (with no new missions)



The Preferred Alternative is Alternative 2, Option 7, Use Only Existing Operational Facilities.  DOE would |
reestablish domestic production of plutonium-238, as needed, using the Advanced Test Reactor in Idaho and |
the High Flux Isotope Reactor in Tennessee, and would process irradiated plutonium-238 targets at the |
Radiochemical Engineering Development Center in Tennessee.  DOE would permanently deactivate FFTF |
under the Preferred Alternative. |

Public Comments:  The Draft NI PEIS was issued for public review and comment on July 21, 2000.  The |
comment period ended on September 18, 2000, although late comments were considered to the extent |
practicable.  Public hearings were held to obtain comments on the Draft NI PEIS in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; |
Idaho Falls, Idaho; Hood River and Portland, Oregon; Seattle and Richland, Washington; and Arlington, |
Virginia.  All comments were considered by DOE in preparing the Final NI PEIS, which also incorporates any |
new information received since issuance of the Draft NI PEIS.  In response to comments on the Draft NI PEIS |
and as a result of information that was unavailable at the time of the issuance of the Draft PEIS, the Final PEIS |
contains revisions and new information, indicated by a sidebar in the margin.  Volume 3 contains the |
comments received during the public review period for the Draft NI PEIS and DOE’s responses to these |
comments.  DOE will use the analyses presented in the Final NI PEIS as well as other information, including |
public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and |
programmatic objectives, in preparing the Record of Decision for accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear |
energy research and development and isotope production missions in the United States, including the role of |
FFTF.  DOE will issue the Record of Decision no sooner than 30 days after the U.S. Environmental Protection |
Agency publishes a notice of availability of the Final NI PEIS in the Federal Register. |
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